
Mark Wapstra ABN 83 464 107 291  
28 Suncrest Avenue email: mark@ecotas.com.au business ph.:(03) 62 283 220 
Lenah Valley, TAS 7008 web: www.ecotas.com.au mobile ph.: 0407 008 685 

ECOtas…providing options in environmental consulting 

28 Suncrest Avenue 
Lenah Valley, TAS 7008 

mark@ecotas.com.au 
www.ecotas.com.au 

(03) 62 283 220 
0407 008 685 

ABN 83 464 107 291 

 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tasmanian Lobster Hatchery Pty Ltd 

ATTENTION: Scott Parkinson 

PO Box 40 

Rosny Park TAS 7018 

 

28 February 2020 

 

 

Dear Scott 

 

RE: New research facility at 31 Nubeena Crescent, Taroona 

 Planning advice (ecological values – individual trees) – information for 

development application planning under the Kingborough Interim Planning 

Scheme 2015 

 

Please find following a statement of findings on the ecological values (individual trees) 

associated with the proposed new research facility at 31 Nubeena Crescent, Taroona. 

Note that this statement does not constitute legal advice. It is recommended that formal advice 

be sought from the relevant agency prior to acting on any aspect of this statement. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me further if additional information is required. 

 

Kind regards 

 

Mark Wapstra 

Senior Scientist/Manager
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ECOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF PROPOSED NEW RESEARCH FACILITY AT 31 NUBEENA 

CRESCENT, TAROONA, TASMANIA 

SUPPORT DOCUMENTATION FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION UNDER THE 

KINGBOROUGH INTERIM PLANNING SCHEME 2015 

Prepared by Mark Wapstra for Tasmanian Lobster Hatchery Pty Ltd, 28 February 2020 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

Preamble 

 

Tasmanian Lobster Hatchery Pty Ltd engaged Environmental Consulting Options Tasmania 

(ECOtas) to provide planning advice in relation to the management of ecological values 

associated with a proposed new research facility at 31 Nubeena Crescent, Taroona, Tasmania. 

The site has been subject to a previous ecological assessment and report that fully complied 

with the Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water & Environment’s Guidelines for Natural 

Values Surveys - Terrestrial Development Proposals (DPIPWE 2015), a document that outlines 

the various ecological values that need to be assessed for various types of terrestrial 

development proposals. The report included detailed consideration of the existing against the 

ground-truthed vegetation mapping, as well as the occurrence of sites and/or potential habitat 

of species of flora and fauna listed as threatened on either the Tasmanian Threatened Species 

Protection Act 1995 or the Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Protection 

Act 1999. It is not intended in the present report to repeat the findings of the previous report, 

except as relevant to the specific project area (i.e. individual trees), and the reader is referred 

to: 

ECOtas (2018). Ecological Assessment of 31, 41 & 47 Nubeena Crescent, Taroona, 

Tasmania. Report by Environmental Consulting Options Tasmania (ECOtas) for University 

of Tasmania, 24 July 2018. 

 

Land use proposal and scope of this assessment 

 

The land use proposal is shown in Figure 1. Further details should be provided with the 

development application. 

For the purposes of this assessment, the project area was considered to comprise the “footprint” 

shown in the draft plan (Figure 1). This area was wholly included in the assessment and report 

of ECOtas (2018), such that only specific ecological matters needed to be addressed, as per the 

key recommendation in ECOtas (2018), as follows: 

Threatened fauna 

Further in relation to the swift parrot, at the stage of development application, it is 

recommended that project plans be provided to a suitably qualified ecologist with a view 

to mapping individual trees within and closer to a development footprint, such that the 

potential impact on the swift parrot can be ascertained. This would involve GPS 

waypointing each tree, identifying it to species, measuring variables such as height, 

diameter at breast height over bark and canopy spread, and noting presence of hollows, 

tree form and health. It is highly unlikely that works will require a permit under Section 

51 of the Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 (only issued for knowingly 

taking a species not disturbance to potential habitat) or referral under the Commonwealth 

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Protection Act 1999 (small-scale projects of this 

nature would unlikely exceed the thresholds of the test of significance but this will depend 

on the number, size and context of trees needing to be removed). 
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Figure 1. Overview of project area [courtesy: Preston Lane] 

 

METHODS 

 

Database checks 

 

Refer to ECOtas (2018). 

 

Field assessment 

 

Field assessment was undertaken by Mark Wapstra on 21 March 2019 in the company of Scott 

Parkinson (Tasmanian Lobster Hatchery Pty Ltd) and Benn Turner (Preston Lane) such that all 

relevant parts of the project could be discussed and assessed with respect to potential impacts 

on ecological values. [Note that an additional site assessment was conducted on 28 February 

2020 to assess one further tree – Tree 1 – after the site plan had been finalised]. 

This included a walk-through the project area, with an examination of each tree identified on 

Figure 1 as requiring removal. The point locations of the trees have been surveyed in already 

so further geolocation was not undertaken. For each tree, the following variables were recorded: 

• species; 

• height (estimated visually in m); 

• diameter at breast height over bark (DBHOB, measured with a diameter tape in cm); 

• notes on general health (subjective), form and presence of hollows; and 

• an image of each tree. 
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FINDINGS 

 

Vegetation types 

 

Refer to ECOtas (2018), which mapped the entire present project area as extra-urban 

miscellaneous (TASVEG code: FUM), recognising the presence of a sparse overstorey of remnant 

native trees and shrubs but essentially a wholly modified understorey comprising the parking 

areas, paths, offices, laboratories, sheds, OBP aviaries and devil cages. 

 

Threatened flora 

 

Refer to ECOtas (2018). The present assessment confirmed the absence of plant species listed 

as threatened on either the Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 or the 

Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Protection Act 1999. 

 

Threatened fauna 

 

Refer to ECOtas (2018). The present assessment confirmed that the only species likely to be 

realistically impacted by the proposal, given that it is essentially wholly within the most disturbed 

parts of the broader site and not within the remnant grassy woodland and forest patches and 

will include the removal of some trees, is the swift parrot, which is listed as endangered on the 

Tasmanian Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 and Critically Endangered on the 

Commonwealth Environment Protection and Biodiversity Protection Act 1999. As such, the 

balance of the present report focuses on the management of individual trees. 

 

Individual trees 

 

Figures 1 & 2 show the site plan for the project area, with Figure 2 showing the trees requiring 

removal (cross-reference to Table 1). 

 

Table 1. Details of each trees identified for removal [cross-reference to Figure 2] 

Tree Species 
Height 

(m) 

DBHOB 

(cm) 
Form 

1 E. viminalis 13 99 healthy 

2 E. viminalis 12 67 ¾ dead 

3 E. viminalis 20 110 healthy 

4 E. pulchella 12 90 healthy 

5 E. viminalis 20 99 healthy 

6 E. viminalis 25 162 ¾ dead; 4 stems 

7 E. ovata 4 89 coppice from top of old cut 

 

In summary, the project includes the proposed removal of four (5) Eucalyptus viminalis (white 

gum), one (1) Eucalyptus ovata (black gum) and one (1) Eucalyptus pulchella (white 

peppermint). The degree to which these seven (7) native trees provide important habitat (a 

term used quite generically at this stage of the report) for threatened fauna is open to 

interpretation. The trees represent remnants of a much wider natural forest, as exemplified by 

nearby areas – see discussion in ECOtas (2018) – that have persisted on site through significant 
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development and disturbance. While all trees provide some biodiversity value, legislation and 

policy is focussed on threatened species. In their own right, the loss of these seven (7) trees, 

one of which is already ¾ dead and one is simply a stump with some coppice and none 

supporting obvious hollows, is unlikely to present as a significant impact on any populations of 

threatened fauna (e.g. swift parrot) that may use the trees. That said, I acknowledge that there 

is a gradual attrition of trees in the municipality (and wider area) that over time and collectively 

contributes to “death by a thousand cuts”. 

 

 

Figure 2. More detailed proposal [courtesy: Preston Lane], with individual trees as per Table 1 

 

The project does not lend itself to obvious in situ conservation management options such as 

replanting (at a higher ratio) the removed trees because these will mature over time and 

undoubtedly present an eventual OH&S risk when scattered amongst buildings. There may be 

options for local ex situ plantings but this would require the coordination of at least the project 

proponent and Kingborough Council (and possibly Crown Land Services/Parks & Wildlife 

Service). I believe it is more prudent to explore an offset for the loss of the trees through some 

form of financial contribution through the Kingborough Interim Planning Scheme 2015. The 

specific provisions of the Scheme are discussed below, but it is noted that on-site discussions 

with the client indicated a desire to apply the relevant offset guidelines. 

 

Kingborough Interim Planning Scheme 2015 

 

While it is understood that the broader area that was subject to the initial ecological assessment 

and reporting (ECOtas 2018) was subject to a separate application for rezoning to facilitate new 

development following the move of the OBP facility to Five Mile Beach, at present I can only 

explore the current provisions of the Kingborough Interim Planning Scheme 2015 in relation to 

the individual trees. 

1 

2 
3 

4 5 
6 

7 
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The intent of this section is to guide possible permit conditions. However, the following 

statements are my interpretation of the Scheme and related policies and may not necessarily 

reflect the views of Kingborough Council. I note, however, that the client has indicated a desire 

to act conservatively and this has been acknowledged in the interpretation below. 

Irrespective of the zoning and/or overlays, Part B Administration of the Scheme includes Section 

8.0 Assessment of an Application for Use or Development. This section includes the following: 

8.1 Application Requirements 

8.1.1 

In addition to In addition to the information that is required by clause 8.1.2 to be included in an 
application, a planning authority may, in order to enable it to consider an application, request 
such further or additional information as the planning authority considers necessary or desirable 
to satisfy it that the proposed use or development will comply with any relevant standards and 
purpose statements in the zone, codes or specific area plan, applicable to the use or development 

including: 

(a) a site analysis and site plan at an acceptable scale showing: 

(vi) vegetation types and distribution, and trees and vegetation to be removed; 

This present assessment and report are intended to address the intent and specifics of 

8.1.1(a)(vi) with respect to “trees”, noting that ECOtas (2018) mapped the “vegetation type” 

as a modified form of land (Kitchener & Harris 2013+), viz. extra-urban miscellaneous, and the 

project only requires removal of individual trees, not other “native vegetation”. 

The site plan (Figures 1 & 2) show the individual trees that will require removal. The plans can 

now be updated as part of the formal development application to include the information shown 

in Table 1. This should satisfy 8.1.1(a)(vi). 

The project site is not subject to the Biodiversity Protection Area overlay, which does cover other 

parts of the broader titles (Figure 3), as also described in ECOtas (2018). 

 

 

Figure 3. Biodiversity Protection Overlay (green hatching), showing that the project area is not subject 
to this overlay [source: TheList] 



31 Nubeena Crescent – new research facility: ecological assessment 

ECOtas…providing options in environmental consulting 

6 

The Biodiversity Code under the Scheme has the following application statement: 

E10.2 Application 

E10.2.1 

This code applies to development involving clearance and conversion or disturbance of native 

vegetation within a Biodiversity Protection Area. 

On this basis, it is clear that the Biodiversity Code does not have application to the project. 

The project sites is zoned as Community Purpose (a portion of the broader original study area 

has been re-zoned as Environmental Management under Draft Amendment PSA-2018-4). Under 

the development standards for buildings and works, the following condition has potential 

relevance to the individual trees identified from the project area: 

17.4 Development Standards for Buildings and Works 

17.4.8 Environmental Values 

Objective: To ensure that the location and design of buildings and works avoids and minimises 
adverse environmental impacts. 

Acceptable Solution A1 

No trees of high conservation value will be impacted. 

Performance Criteria P1 

Buildings and works are designed and located to avoid, minimise, mitigate and offset impacts on 
trees of high conservation value. 

The key phrases/terms in 17.4.8 is “trees of high conservation value” and “…avoid, mitigate and 

offset impacts…”. The general provisions of the Scheme define “high conservation value trees” 

(which herein are taken to have the same meaning as “trees of high conservation value”) as “a 

tree that is of a species that is listed in the Threatened Species Protection Act 1995 or the 

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cth) and/or provide potential 

or significant habitat for a threatened species listed in either of those acts”. The project area 

does not support any tree species listed as threatened on either of the aforementioned acts. As 

such, whether the identified six (7) trees constitute and “potential or significant habitat for a 

threatened species” is of consequence. 

The most appropriate guidance on the level of conservation significance of “trees of high 

conservation value” under the Scheme is through Council Policy 6.10 (Biodiversity Offset Policy) 

[I am referring to the November 2016 version – appended]. In a technical sense, this Policy is 

only referred to under the Biodiversity Code but in this case, irrespective of the lack of a formal 

link, the client has expressed acknowledgement of the Policy and a desire to apply its intent. 

Table 2 of the Policy provides details on the “conservation value of individual trees”. The contents 

of the Policy’s Table 2 is copied below as Table 2 of the present report, with comment if such 

tree categories are present (based on Table 1 of the present report). 

Based on the Table 2 and relating the analysis back to the original descriptions of the trees 

within the project area likely to be removed, one (1) Eucalyptus ovata meest the criterion of 

VERY HIGH conservation value (depending if the coppicing stump is realistically included in this 

concept). At a more technical level, and taking a conservative approach, all five (5) Eucalyptus 

viminalis could be classified as meeting the criterion of HIGH conservation value (if any and all 

white gum is recognised as potential habitat for the forty-spotted pardalote). Even more 

conservatively, if the project area is considered as dry forest, six (6) trees may meet the criterion 

of VERY HIGH conservation value. I am basing the remainder of the discussion of the application 

of the Policy on the stated desire of the client to apply the intent of the Policy in a conservative 

manner such that I am considering six (6) trees that are likely to require removal as having 

VERY HIGH conservation value. 
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Table 2. Verbatim copy of Table 2 from Council Policy 6.10 (Biodiversity Offset Policy) with comments on 

relevance to present project area 

Species Characteristics Rationale 
Conservation 

Value 
Comments 

Eucalyptus 
globulus or 
E. ovata  

DBH >70 cm 
Swift parrot 
foraging 
habitat 

Very high  

PRESENT 

Eucalyptus globulus is not 
present in the project area, 
although it is present 

elsewhere – refer to ECOtas 
(2018). 

Eucalyptus ovata is present 
as one (1) individual, 
identified as Tree 7 (Table 
1, Figure 2) and has is now 

a ca. 4 m tall stump with a 
diameter of 89 cm, so 
technically meets the intent 

of this category (albeit 
currently only a coppicing 
stump). 

E. viminalis 

DBH >25 cm 
and within or 
directly adjacent 
to significant 
forty-spotted 

pardalote 
habitat  

Forty-spotted 
pardalote 
habitat  

Very high 

NOT PRESENT 

Five (5) Eucalyptus 

viminalis are within the 
project area, and the 
species is more widespread 
in the broader area – refer 
to ECOtas (2018). 
However, the project area 

is not within or directly 

adjacent to significant 
forty-spotted pardalote 
habitat. 

Native trees 
with known or 
potential 

nesting hollows 

Hollows present; 
and/or, DBH > 
70 cm in dry 
forests or 
cleared settings; 

or, DBH >100 

cm in wet 
forests  

Habitat for 
hollow 
dependent 

species 

Very high 

POSSIBLY PRESENT 

The project area is not 
mapped as either dry or 

wet forest – refer to ECOtas 
(2018) that mapped the 
site as extra-urban 
miscellaneous. However, 
recognising that the site 
was clearly once dry forest, 

this criterion could be 

applied if the client desires 
to take a conservative 
approach. On this basis, six 
(6) trees meet the 
criterion. 

Eucalyptus 
globulus or E. 
ovata  

DBH >40 cm 
and <70 cm 

Swift parrot 
foraging 
habitat  

High  
NOT PRESENT 

See first entry in table. 

E. viminalis  

DBH >25 cm 
and within 3,000 
m of significant 
forty-spotted 
pardalote 

habitat or within 
potential forty-

spotted 
pardalote 
habitat. 

Forty-spotted 

pardalote 
habitat 

High 

POSSIBLY PRESENT 

See second entry in table, 
with the additional note 
that the site is not within 
3 km of significant forty-

spotted pardalote habitat 
such as a known breeding 

“colony” (nearest such site 
is Coffee Creek ca. 6 km to 
the SSW). The site does not 
match published 
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Species Characteristics Rationale 
Conservation 

Value 
Comments 

descriptions of potential 

habitat of the forty-spotted 
pardalote, except in a 
general sense that any 
Eucalyptus viminalis is 
sometimes regarded as 
potential habitat. 

A species that 
is listed in the 
Threatened 
Species 

Protection Act 
1995 or the 

Environment 
Protection and 
Biodiversity 
Conservation 
Act 1999 (Cth) 

N/A 
Listed 
threatened 

species 

High 

NOT PRESENT 

Not present. All tree 
species are not listed as 

threatened on either of 
these Acts (E. ovata, 
E. pulchella, E. viminalis). 

 

The Policy outlines a structured hierarchy of offsets from in situ protection of similar values, ex 

situ protection of similar values, restoration and/or rehabilitation of similar values (either in situ 

or ex situ), financial offsets, or other options (e.g. research, surveys). Given the context and 

configuration of the project, and as stated earlier in the report, I do not believe that in situ 

and/or ex situ offset options are realistic in this case. The Policy indicates that “5.11 Financial 

offsets are only appropriate where the loss is small relative to the biodiversity value being 

impacted, there is no meaningful opportunity for on-site offsets and a more strategic outcome 

can be achieved by pooling resources. The appropriateness of a financial offset is determined 

on merits by Council on a case-by-case basis”. Table 1 of the Policy specifies the financial offset 

at “up to $500 per tree of very high conservation value and up to $250 for high conservation 

value as identified in Table 2”. This would result in the provision of a financial offset of $3,000.00 

for the loss of the six (6) trees. 
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Plate 1. Trees 2, 3 & 4 (left, middle, right) 

 

   

Plate 2. (LHS) Tree 2 

Plate 3. (MIDDLE) Tree 3 

Plate 4. (RHS) Tree 4 
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Plate 5. (LHS) Tree 5 

Plate 6. (RHS) Tree 6 

  

Plate 7. (LHS) Tree 7 (coppicing stump) 

Plate 8. (RHS) Tree 1 


